WAIVLIST . XLS

T A B - T
421 | ~ MRTTSCMARS1 "~ TRRS SLATER MARIETTA
;EZE TRRSSCMARS1 | TRAVELERSRESTMAWJ a
423 GNVLSCCH24E 'GNVL CHURCHILL

424 | - GNVLSCCR27E | GNVLCRESTWOOD
425 | GNVLSCWPRS1 | GNVL WARE PLACE

426 i - PDMTSCESRS1 "~ PIEDMONT MAIN
4277 - GNVLSCDT23F GREENV&LED&T o
4281 | GNVLSCESRSt GNVL M MCALISTER RD
429 JF* | GNVLSCWE26E | GNVLWEST

430 | ‘I"”GWCSTCVWES’F’ | GNVL WOODRUFF RD

431 | w‘méﬁﬁﬁimmﬁf’ - | GREERMAIN

432 i BLRGSCMARST | BLUE RIDGE MAIN

433 ~ | LBRTSCMAS4E L uBERTYMAmJ B
434 ] LYMNSCES43E | LYMANMAIN

435 | ~ PCKNSCES87E " PICKENS MAIN

43 | SPBGSCBSS57E | SPBG BOILING SPRINGS ~ SC | GREENVILLE
437 T FNVLSCMARS1 |  SPBGFINGERVILLE =~ | 'SC | GREENVILLE
438 " SPBGSCCV57E | SPBGCONVERSE | 'SC | GREENVILLE
| 439 | - CWPNSCMARSH1 ~ COWPENS MAIN SC | GREENVILLE
440 | | SPBGSCHWS0E " SPBG UNIVERSITY - SC | GREENVILLE

441 | SPBGSCMAS7E | SPBGMAIN - SC | GREENVILLE
442 | | SPBGSCWVS7E | SPBGWESTVIEW - SC | GREENVILLE
443 . PCLTSCMARS1 |  PACOLETI MATN’*“ | 7SC | GREENVILLE
442 WMTNSCPW84F ~ PELZER-WMTN MAIN N | 'SC | GREENVILLE
445 | MMPHTNMA84T/DSO " IMMPH-MAIN TN [MEMPHIS
446 T MMPHTNOARS5 | MMPH-OAKVILLE | TN | MEMPHIS

447 MMpHn«ﬂRss‘“i””“”MMﬁHSoUﬂﬁANd’W' TN | MEMPHIS

- Ssc
- SC
"SC
s
SC

TeE

E
| GREENVILLE
| GREENVILLE
| GREENVILLE

| GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE

| GREENVILLE

N 'G'REENVILLE’
[ GREENVILLE

GREENVILLE
| GREENVILLE

" GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE

'GREENVILLE
J( 'GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE
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7449 | | TCRVLTNMADSO | COLLIERVILLE o | TN |[MEMPHIS
450 [ | CVINTNMTDS1 COVINGTON | TN [MEMPHIS

451 | ~ HRNNMSDSDSO0 “HERNANDO 71" MS | MEMPHIS
452 ] | MMPHTNBADSO 'MMPH-BARTLETT | TN | MEMPHIS
L453 I - MMPHTNCKDSO0 WMMPH—CHEROKFE - TN | MEMPHIS
454 ARTNTNMTRS5 ARLINGTON TN | MEMPHIS
HE?“’ GTWSTNSWRS5 MMPH-SOUTHWIND TN | MEMPHIS
456 | 1 MMPHTNCTDSO |  MMPH-CHICKASAW TN | MEMPHIS
457 | ' MMPHTNELDSO0 | MMPH-EASTLAND ' 1 TN [MEMPHIS
458 | MMPHTNFRDSO MMPH-FRAYSER . TN | MEMPHIS
459 T ~ MMPHTNGTDSO | MMPH-GERMANTOWN ' TN |MEMPHIS
460 | o " MMPHTNHPRS5 MMPH-HUMPHREYS | TN TMEMPHIS |
461 ‘1 l SOHNMSDCRS0 | MMPH-SOUTHAVEN | MS | MEMPHIS '
462 | MMPHTNMACGO ~ MMPH-MAIN " TN | MEMPHIS

463 - MMPHTNMACG1 | MMPH-MAIN o | TN | MEMPHIS T
[ 464 | | MMPHTNMTCGO "~ MMPH-MIDTOWN - TN | MEMPHIS
| 465 | ~ MMPHTNOADS1T | MMPH-OAKVILLE | TN |MEMPHIS \’ '
466 | MMPHTNSLDSO | MMPH-SOUTHLAND - ] TN [MEMPHIS
2467 | MMPHTNSTDSO MMPH-SOUTHSIDE TN MEMPHIS

MMPHTNWWCGO - MMPH-WESTWOOD | TN | MEMPHIS

469 | ~ SOVLTNMTDSO SOMERVILLE ' N . TN | MEMPHIS

470 | MSCWTNMARSO | ~ Moscow | TN | MEMPHIS
471 | BRHMALHWOGT/DSG | BHAM-HOMEWOOD | AL |[BIRMINGHAM |
4721 | ALBSALMADSO ALABASTER 77 AL |BIRMINGHAM |

CALRALMARSO | ~ CALERA " AL  |BIRMINGHAM
474 | CLMBALMARSO | COLUMBIANA ) AL | BIRMINGHAM

475 | | BRHMALCHDS0O | BHAM-CAHABAHGTS - AL | BIRMINGHAM
476 | 7L 'BRHMALFSDSO |  BHAM-FIVE POINTS AL | BIRMINGHAM

S [ER U — e e e e SR
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. i |
e [ S S



WAIVLIST.XLS
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477 " BRHMALOMDSO BHAM-OAKMT [ AL | BIRMINGHAM
478 ~ CHLSALMARS0O | = CHELSEA - AL | BIRMINGHAM
479 ~ VNCNALMARSO |~ CVINCENT - AL | BIRMINGHAM
480 | ~ BRHMALOXDSO BHAM-OXMOOR | AL | BIRMINGHAM
481 | | 'BRHMALRCDSO ~ BHAM-RIVERCHASE | AL | BIRMINGHAM
482 | BRHMALVAS82E BHAM-VALLEY : “AL | BIRMINGHAM
483 | |  BRHMALWE92E " BHAM-WESTEND - ' AL“IBIRWN“GHAM
484 | BSMRALMA42E ~ BESS-MAIN o o [ AL | BIRMINGHAM
485 | | BRHMALCP85E | BHAM-CENTERPT - | AL BIRMINGHAM
486 | |7 BRHMALELS3E - BHAM-EASTLAKE 1AL | BIRMINGHAM
487'4i7AW ~ BRHMALEN78E ~ BHAM-ENSLEY " AL | BIRMINGHAM
488 ' | BRHMALEWOSE ' BHAM-EASTWOOD AL | BIRMINGHAM
489 ? 'BRHMALFODSO0 \ 'BHAM-FORESTDALE AL | BIRMINGHAM
490 | 7 BRHMALMT25E ' BHAM-MAIN & TOLL . AL | BIRMINGHAM
L71'91 B 'BRHMALMTDS1 'BHAM-MAIN & TOLL T T AL BIRMINGHAM
492 | l’BRHMALTA&E BHAM-TARRANT ) AL | BIRMINGHAM
493 | BRHMALWLDSO0 " BHAM-WOODLAWN AL | BIRMINGHAM
494 | BSMRALHTDSO - BESS-HUEYTOWN o | AL | BIRMINGHAM
495 | BSMRALBPRSO | BESS- BlRMINGPORT | AL | BIRMINGHAM
496 | MNTVALNMDSO MONTEVALLO - | AL | BIRMINGHAM
497 | -  PNSNALMADSO PINSON AL | BIRMINGHAM
498 | [T WRRRALNMDSO | WARRIOR S AL | BIRMINGHAM
499 T GRDLALNMRSO ’L o '“GWDEN'D'A’LE"” o AL | BIRMINGHAM
500 GYVLALNMRSO GRAYSVILLE AL BIRMINGHAM
501 | MOBLALAZOGT/DSO """ ' MOBL AZALEA 7 I AL T MOBILE
502 | MTVRALMARSO | MOUNTVERNON AL MOBILE B
503 | I CTRNALNMDSO | CiTRONELLE T F"“’AL IMOBILE
504 ] FRHPALMADSO o ] FAIRHOPE ' ’ T’ AL m;MOBILEW '

!

i e



WAIVLIST XLS

A B c
505 | | MOBLALAPDSO ~ MOBL-AIRPORT
506 o MOBLALOS47E ~ MOBL-OLD SHELL
507 | |  MOBLALPR45E MOBL-PRICHARD
5081 | MOBLALSADSO MOBL-SARALAND
509 | MOBLALSEDSO MOBL-SEMMES
510 | MOBLALSFDS0 ~ MOBL-SPANISH FT
511 | ( BYMNALMARSO BAY Ml’Ne‘TfE’"’
512 MOBLALSH34E "~ MOBL-SPRINGHILL
MOBLALSKDSO0 MOBT§KYTNE o
- BLFNALMARSO J( ~ BELLE FONTAINE
MOBLALBFRSO | ~ MOBILE BAY FRONT
MOBLALTHRSO | MOBL-THEODORE
BTRGLABKDSO0 ’\ BT.RG.-BAKER
- BTRGLAGWDSO0 BT.RG. Gooowooo
'BTRGLAHRDSO TL 'BT.RG.-HOOPER
BTRGLAISCGO | BT.RG-ISTROUMA
BTRGLAMADSO " BT.RG.-MAIN
| BTRGLAOHDSO | BT.RG.-OAKHILLS
BTRGLABSRS1 - BT.RG-BRUSLY
~ ROGNLAMARS1T |  ROUGON
BTRGLASBDSO BT.RG.-SUBURBAN
' BTRGLASWDSO0 "BT.RG.-SHERWOOD
BTRGLAWNDSO | BT.RG-WOODLAWN
- DNSPLAMADSO " DENHAM SPRINGS
" LVTNLAMARS1 | LIVINGSTON
DNVLLAMADSO | DONALDSONVILLE
PLQMLAMADSO ' PLAQ-MAIN
ZCHRLAMADSO “ZACHARY

' i ,

] D l E
AL MOBILE
| AL | MOBILE
AL |MOBILE
| AL |MOBILE
- AL | MOBILE
o AL MOBILE
N | AL  |MOBILE
| AL TMOBILE
i | AL |MOBILE
AL MOBILE
) 'T""’AL ~ 'MOBILE
| AL | MOBILE
| LA | BATON ROUGE
" LA | BATON ROUGE
| LA | BATON ROUGE
LA | BATON ROUGE
o ‘fTA | BATON ROUGE
| LA |BATONROUGE
o LA BATON ROUGE
o LA | BATON ROUGE
LA | BATON ROUGE
|7 LA | BATON ROUGE
| LA |BATONROUGE |
LA |BATONROUGE |
| LA |BATONROUGE
~ 1 LA | BATONROUGE
7 LA | BATONROUGE
LA | BATON ROUGE
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533 ALBYLAMARS1 ALBANY - LA | BATON ROUGE
534 SPFDLAMARS1 SPRINGFIELD LA | BATONROUGE
535 CHTNSCDP82E CHTNDEERPARK SC | CHARLESTON
536 ~ ISPLSCISRS1 ~ ISPL SLISMA SC | CHARLESTON |
537 CHTNSCDT72E CHTNDIAL& TOLL ) | sC CHARLESTON
538 CHTNSCJM79E CHTN JAMES ISLAND o SC | CHARLESTON
539 FLBHSCMARS1 FOLLY BEACH MA I SC CHARLESTON
540 | CHTNSCJNSSE | CHTN JOHNS ISLAND SC | CHARLESTON
541 EDBHSCMARS1 | EDISTO BEACH MA SC | CHARLESTON
542 SBRKSCSKRS1 - SEABROOK-KIAWAH IS SC | CHARLESTON
543 CHTNSCLB55E CHTN LAMBS - SC CHARLESTON
544 CHTNSCNO74F CHTN NORTH . SC | CHARLESTON
545 ‘w - CHTNSCWAS5E ~ CHTN WEST ASHLEY - SC | CHARLESTON
546 | MNPLSCES88F MOUNT PLEASANT MA SC [CHARLESTON
547 SUVLSCMASTE - SUMMERVILLE MA ~ SC | CHARLESTON
[ 548 STGRSCMARS1 ‘ ST GEORGE MA ’ ’"”""‘éé"’JFc:}TARIESTON
549 CLMASCSA60T/77E | CLMA' ST ANDREWS SC | COLUMBIA
550 "BTBGSCMAS3E 'BATESBURG MA SC |COLUMBIA
551 CLMASCDF78E CLMADUTCHFORK SC | COLUMBIA
552 CLMASCSWT79E CLMASWIFT h SC COLUMBIA
553 | CLMASCSCRS1 ' CLMA SOUTH CONGAREE SC | COLUMBIA
554 WCLMSCMARS ~ AIRPORT SC | COLUMBIA
555 CHAPSCCLRS1 CHAPIN-LITTLE MT MA SC [COLUMBIA
556 CLMASCSN60T/25E CLMA SENATE ST o SC | COLUMBIA
557 CLMASCAR75E | CLMAARDEN ~SC | COLUMBIA
558 CLMASCCH78E | CLMACAMDENHWY “sCc | CcoLuMBIA
559 - CLMASCPARST | CLMA PARKLANE SC | COLUMBIA
560 - CLMASCSH77E |  CLMA SUMTER HWY ~ SC | COLUMBIA
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561 EOVRSCMARSH1 EASTOVERMA 'SC | COLUMBIA

562 CLMASCSN79F 'CLMASENATEST SC |[COLUMBIA

563 CLMASCBQRSH - CLMA BECKMAN ROAD SC | COLUMBIA

564 |  CLMASCSUT78E CLMA SUNSET SC | COLUMBIA

565 KNVLTNMA84T/DS0 KNVL-MAIN ' - TN KNOXVILLE

566 GTBGTNMTDSO GATLINBURG : TN | KNOXVILLE N
567 KNVLTNFCDSO KNVL-FOUNTAIN CY TN | KNOXVILLE

568 KNVLTNMADS1 KNVL-MAIN TN | KNOXVILLE

569 o KNVLTNYHCGO " KNVL-YOUNG HIGH | TN | KNOXVILLE

570 | "MSCTTNMTDSO MASCOT ' TN | KNOXVILLE |
571 | SWLTNMTDSO SEVIERVILLE TN | KNOXVILLE i
572 'KNVLTNWH93T/DS0 KNVL-WEST HILLS TN KNOXVILLE

573 | | CLTNTNMADSO | CLINTON TN | KNOXVILLE

574 | KNVLTNBEDSO KNVL-BEARDEN TN KNOXVILLE

575 LKCYTNMADSO LAKECITY TN KNOXVILLE

576 LNCYTNMADSO LENOIR CITY : TN KNOXVILLE

577 "'GRNBTNMARS5 GREENBACK o TN  [KNOXVILLE
578 LODNTNMARS5 LOUDON ' - ‘TN | KNOXVILLE
579 MAVLTNMADSO - MARVYVILLE - TN | KNOXVILLE

580 FIVLTNMARS5 ~ FRIENDSVILLE | TN | KNOXVILLE

581 TWNSTNMARS5 - TOWNSEND - TN | KNOXVILLE
582 - OKRGTNMTDSO0 - OAK RIDGE - TN KNOXVILLE

583 MYVLTNMARSO MAYNARDVILLE TN KNOXVILLE

584 NRRSTNMARSO NORRIS TN | KNOXVILLE

585 OLSPTNMARSO OLIVER SPRINGS TN TT(NOXVILLE' o




92-08-97 01:199%  FROM EEGULATORY 10 914045265122 PG2/ 016
' } i

FEB. 6.1997 12:45PM

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

118

THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT )

NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN AT&T )
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTH CENTRAL ) CASE NO. 96482
STATES, INC. AND BELLSOUTH ) »
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. PURSUANT TO 47 ;

u.s.C.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
PAGE
RESTRICTIONS ON RESALE
(PARTIES'ISSUES1AND 2) ... i, s, 3
Grardfathered Services ... ... e e e 3
Contract Service Arrangements . . .. . .. .. ... i i e 4
Promotions ... A
Link-Upand Lifeline Serviea .............cccvivirt ey 5
N11and 811 Services .......... e e e e e 5
State-Specific Mandated Plans .. ................ e e 5
Use and User Restrictions . . ) et e e e e .. B
Non-Recum‘hg Charges ... e 6
APPROPRIATE WHOLESALE RATES
(PARTIES' ISSUES 21 AND 22) . ... ... it 7
NOTICE TO WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS OF INTRODUCTION
OF NEW SERVICES, DISCONTINUANCE OF EXISTING
SERVICES, OR REVISIONS OF EXISTING SERVICES
(PARTIES'ISSUE11) .......... o ésa d ‘_/ .............. 11
' e’ Cuighton
Aaised

eV

! |
- PSC 582 564 3460 NO.283  P.2/29



02-06-37 G1:13PK  FROM REGULATORY T0 914045295122 FG03/016

FEB. 6.1897 12:45PM  PSC 502 564 3468 NO.293  P.3-29

V.

VL.
VI

Vil

IX.

Xl.

Xit.

XIll.

Xiv.

XV,

" REAL-TIME AND INTERACTIVE ACCESS VIA
 ELECTRONIC INTERFACES (PARTIES' ISSUE 5) ............... 12

' PROPOSED REQUIREMENT THAT BELLSOUTH ROUTE

CALLS FOR OPERATOR SERVICES AND DIREGCTORY
ASSISTANCE DIRECTLY TO AT&T'S PLATFORM
(PARTIES' ISSUE B) ..\ vvovervrinenenen e ennanan e, 13

BRANDING (PARTIES' ISSUE 7} . oot eeeeeenans e 15

APPEARANCE OF AT&T ON BELLSOUTH'S DIRECTORY
(PARTIES' ISSUE®) ........ e 16

ACCESS TO TEN SPECIFIED UNBUNDLED NETWORK
ELEMENTS REQUESTED BY AT&T (PARTIES'ISSUE 14) ..... ..., 17

PRICES FOR EACH UNBUNDLED ELEMENT AT&T
HAS REQUESTED (PARTIES'ISSUE 23) . ... ...t inie e 18

PRICES FOR CERTAIN SUPPORT ELEMENTS
RELATING TO INTERCONNECTION AND NETWORK
ELEMENTS (PARTIES' ISSUE 28) . .. ... ocvve oo anennn ., 20

LIMITATIONS ON AT&T'S ABILITY TO COMBINE

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS WITH ONE

ANOTHER, WITH RESQOLD SERVICES, OR WITH

AT&T'S OR A THIRD PARTY'S FACILITIES

TC PROVIDE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE

(PARTIES ISSUE 18) o\ vt it et e et e et e et 21

WHETHER BELLSOUTH MUST MAKE RIGHTS-OF-WAY
AVAILABLE TO AT&T ON TERMS AND CONDITIONS IT
PROVIDES TO ITSELF (PARTIES'ISSUE 16) ..........00vvvvuy, 22

ACCESS TO UNUSED TRANSMISSION MEDIA :
(PARTIES'ISSUE18) ...t i it i 24

PRICE FOR CALL TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION/BILL
AND KEEP (PARTIES' ISSUES24AND25) .................... 25

WHETHER BELLSOUTH MUST PRICE BOTH LOCAL
AND LONG DISTANCE ACCESS AT COST (PARTIES' ISSUE 27) . ... 25

RATES FOR GOLLEGT, THIRD PARTY, AND

-l



| 02-06-97 ED!:!3PM FROM REGULATORY ' 10 914045285122 POO4/01S
FEB. 6.1997 12:45M  PSC S22 564 346D .23 p.aszd
INTRALATA CALLS (PARTIES IBBUE28) ................0v0s. 26

XVIl.  APPROPRIATE CONTRACTUAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
INCLUDING DISPUTE RESOLUTION, PERFORMED |
REQUIREMENTS, LIABILITY/INDEMNITY, SPECIFIED
"DIRECT MEASURES OF QUALITY," EXPLICIT ASSUMPTION
BY BELLSOUTH OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR CAUSING

AT&T UNCOLLECTIBLEE (PARTIES' ISSUES 3,4,28) ....., Ceee s 27



12-0¢-37 G1:1320  FROM REGULATORY 70 314045205122 PO0S/316
| ; ‘
FEB. 6.1997 12:46PM  PSC SB2 564 a8 ~ NO.293 P.seJ
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ’

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In thg Matter of.

THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT
NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN ATAY
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTH CENTRAL
STATES, INC. AND BELLSOUTH
TELECCMMUNICATIONS, INC. PURSUANT TO 47
u.s.C.

CASE NO. 96-482

The Telecommunications Act of 1896, Pub. L. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1896) ("the

Act") was enacted to open all tslecommunications markets to competition. See
Conference Repert, H.R. Rep. No. 458, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at 113 (1988). Section’
251 of the Act requires incumbent local exchange carriers ("ILEC™ to negotiate in good’
- faith with new entrants to the local exchange market. Section 252 parmits the parties
to thuee negoliations to petition 2 state commisslon to arbitrate unresolved Issues.
Subpsection (0)(4)(C) states that the staté commission "shall resolve each issue set forth
in the petiticn and the response, If any, by imposing appropriate condltions as raquired
to irﬁplement subssction (¢) upen the parties to the agreement." Subsection (b)(4)(C)
further requires the Commission to resolve the issues presented not later than nine
months after the date on which the ILEC recelved the request for negotiations. ‘
On May 6, 1088, AT&T Communications of the South Central Statss, Inc:
("AT&T") submfﬁe& its request for negotistions to BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc|

("Bel'Scuth™). On October 11, 1995, AT&T submitted its petition for arbitration to this .
Commission. Subsequently, BellSouth filed its response.  The parties have submitte&
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numerous documents, including preﬁi&d testimony and exhibits, have met with

Comﬁnission stalf In an informal conference at the Commission's offices, and have -

partiéipated in a formal hearing held Ja}\uary 6 and 7, 1087. Pursuant to the Act, the '

Commission's decision on the arbitrated issues is due on Fabruary 6, 1987.

On December 18, 1896, ATAT and BellSouth Med a joint motion ("Joint Motion™)

which (1) requested modHication of the procadural schedule issued on October 21, 1996,

and (2) sought to amend the peﬂﬂon;and response to clarify that the parties seek

resolution only of the unresolved issues listad in an attachment to the Joint Motion (the

"Joinl fssues List"). The Joint Motion was granted by Order dated December 23, 1098.

Azcordingly, only those issuss citad in the pariles’ Joini Issues List are rasolved in this

Order.” The partics also requestad they be required to submit, within 30 days of ths5
Order resolving the disputed issues, best and final offers on each contract provision

which Is within the parameters of an isstie on the Joint [ssues List and upon which they

remain unable to agree. -The parties agree, see Joint Motion at 2, that the procedure
requested is consistent with this Commission's obligations under the Act.

As the Commissicn stated in its December 23, 1986 Order granting the Joint
Motion, the emphhsis in the Act Is on free begoﬁaﬁons between the partiss. The
procedure requeefed by the parties émphasizes such negotiation, with Commission
assistance only when necessary., Cmséquénﬂy. the Commission will require the paruaé

te submit for final decislon their best and final ofters on specific issues regarding whicH

! The Joint Issues List contains issuas that remain open, issuss that are partiatl}

resolved, and Issues that are wholly resolved, This Order deais only with those
Issues which remaln partially or wholly in disputs.

2-

|
?

|
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they remain unable fo agree within 30 days of the date of this Order. Since, howsver,
this O}der resoives ﬁée broad questions p;'asantsd. the Commission cautions the parties
that the best and final offers submitted ‘should differ only as 6 the finer points of the
partleié disagreemeﬁts.

| L. REST!-!'UCTIONS ON RESALE { PARTIES' ISSUES 1 AND 2)

The Commission has addressed rastrictions on resale relative io BeliSouth in
Administrative Case No. 355 and Case No. 86-431.) The decisions in those cases
apply here unless specifically modified below. The dls¢ussion that follows addresses:
issues specitizally raised by AT&T and IBellSouth in this proceeding. |
Gmﬁdfathergg Services

AT&T reque.e;ts that BellSouth oﬁér grandfathered services for resale to any class
of customers. BellSouth has agreed to make avaleble grandfathered services for resale
10 those customers which are cumrently sligible t» recaive them. BellSouth's position Is
consistent with the FCC rules and past Commission decisions. Therefore, the
Commission will aliow resale of grandfathered setvices only to those customers currently
sligible to receive them including those BeliSouth customers who change from BeliSouth

to an altarnative local axchange carrier ("ALEC®).

2 Administrative Case No. 355, An Inquiry Into Local Competition, Universal Setvicel
and The Non-Traffic Sensitive Access Rate

Cese No. 95-431, Petition by MC! for Arbitration of Ceriain Terms and Ganditions
of a Praposed Agreement with BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc, Concerning
interconnection and Resale under the Telecommunications Act of 1968,

-3-

—-—
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ATET contenas that contract service arrangements (“CSAs”™) should be available

for resale at the wholesale disoounted rate. Furthermore, AT&'i’ opines that CSAs are
telecommunicatlon; servicss avallabig to users who are not telecommunications
providers as deﬂnéd by the Act and {herafore should be avaliable for regale under:
Section 251(c)(4)(A). BellSouth states that CSAs are designed and implemented to meet’
compatition frotv: other carrlers and, if éeﬂSouth Is forced to resell these offerings. they’
woulﬁ ba effactive!y‘ removed from the competitive process. BeliSouth elso argues that,

because the rates designed in the CéAs are competliively priced, they should not be

subject to further discount.

CSAs gener;:IIy constitute pricing and or packaging innovations regarding servloeé
offared pursuant to tarlff rather than additional “services” In thermselves. The
Cornmission has decided in previous orders that CSAs, as such, will nat be required to
be made avallabls for ressle, and the Commission affirms those rulings here with the
following clarification. CSAs will be available for resale at the contract rate with no
discount applied If the underying gervices are not contained in BellSouth's tariff.
However, if the undertying sarvices are contained In BellSouth's tariff, the resaller mey
purchase those services only at the wholesale discount off the tariffed price.
Promotian |

AT&T requests that promotions of any duration be avaliable for resale at thL
wholesale discounted rate. The Commission will not deviata from Its previous decisioris

and will not require the resale of promotions of 90 days or less to resellers at tHe

4
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wholesals discounted rate, The services promoted by BeliSouth wil, of course, remain
avauéble for resale at the tariffed rate less the wholesale dlgcount. A competitor may
offer :any promoﬁonél incentive It wishes to respond to & BellSdhth promoton.
Ini ifall |
The Commission has previously omlered that these services shall be available for -
resale to those customers that quallty fBr this service. Currently, Lifeline service is not:
avaliable in Kentucky. AT&T may offer Link-Up service only to those customars aligible
to récsfve them. ATE&T is required to discount the Link-Up service by at least the
percentage currently used by BellSouth. In addition, AT&T is responsible for applyibgf
to NECA to receive compensating funds as BellSouth currently does.
11 ang G4 | |
N11 services are not avaliable In Kantucky. Therefore, this issue is moot. 911
services, which are purchased by numerous governmental entitias in Kentucky, are
telecommunications se.rvices available to usars who are nol telecommunications
providers. Therefore, they shall be made available for rasale at the whoiesale
discounted rate as Ioutlined In Section 261(c)(4)(A) of the Act. The Commission reaffirms

Its previous decision on this Issue.

State-Spectflz Matdated Plana

BeliSouth does not currently offer any state-spacific mandated discount plans to
its customers in Kentucky. Consequently, this is a not an issue at present. Should anil
discounted tarifis be required In the future, AT&T will be aliowed an opportunity througil

the complaint process to present s argument for resale to the Commission. !

|
!
5 |
|
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AT&T requested that the Commission reconsider its decision on this lasue
read%sed in Case No. 96-431.* In thaf case the commission"found that the general .
subs;:;riber tariff of any ILEC should be éhe basis for the terms and conditions of resale :
offered io competitors.’ The basis for =AT&T's tequest is paragraph 830 of the FCC's |
First Report and Order in FCC 96-325;‘ which states that resale restrictions, including '
‘thosg in @an ILEC's tariff, are presumpfively unreasonable. AT&T also points out that:
paragraph 839 gives the ILEC the bt;arden of provingv that a proposed restriction Is:
reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Thé Commisslon concurs with AT&T's position and.
will modify its dacision in Case Np. 96-431 to require that an ILEC must support its
position that a particular tariff condition or limitation Is reasonabie.

BellSouth érgues that non-recurring charges should not be subject to the
wholesale discount becavee they repreéent services that do not have any avoided costs.
However, although individual services may have different levels of avoided costs, the
whp%esaia discount rate is set at a oombosite rate for all services, Therefore, while some

s&rVicss may have more or less avoided cost, the wholesale discount rate appropriately

§

4 Case No. 96-431, Order datad December 20, 1806.
s g, at 7-8, .’

& J_D]Ple entation o , JOMpe .n FrOVIS - .- i
Act of 1990, First Report and Order, CC Docket No es-oa (August 8, 1898),
("FCC Order”).

B l
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apphes to cl servicss subject to resale. Accordingly, the proper wholesale discount rate

ehall ba applied to non-recurting charges.

.  APPROPRIATE WHOLESALE RATES
(PART!ES' ISSUES 21 AND 22)

In Gase No. 06431, the Commission established a composite wholessle discount
rate ‘of 15.1 percent. The decision w‘és based upon the evidence filad by MC| andé
Bel'Scuth.  In h+his case ATART has. presented new information upon which the'
Comrnigsion has modiied lts previous gnalysis. The Commission's decision on the§
whoiesale discount rate in Case No. 96-4:&31 is the starting point for the adjustments that?
it wil make In this proceeding. '

In Case No. §6-431, the Commission treated uncollectibles as an indirect expensei
and calculated that 10,04 percent of this account would be avoided. In this proceeding,
AT&T includes 100 percent of the uncoliectible expenses In its calculstion of the
wholesale dlscount rate, while BellSouth proposes in its resale study to include 100
percent of uncoliectible expenses as avolded. In fts study based on the FCC Order,
BellSouth follawad the FCC methodology by including the uncollectible amount only as
determined by the indlrect allocation factor. However, BeliSouth witness Reid testifled
at the hearing that it would he unreasonable to classify as BellSouth costs uncofiectible
costs Incurrad by résellers pursuant to sale of services to end-users.” Since both partieé

are in agreement as to the level of avoldability of uncoliectibles, the Gommission wil

]
!

|
i
!

’ Reid, Tr. Vol.2, at 183-84.
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adjust BeliSouth's ‘iwholesale discount calculation to include 100 percent of the

|
unconecﬁble expensas as avolded.

The Commissaon also will adjust the amount of revenues includod inits study in
Case No. 96431 to refiect the !ncluslﬁn of tems that will be avallable for resale. In
Case No. 96-431, the Commission mirrored the revenue number used by BellSouth in

its wholgsale discount studies. However this number is incorrect because BellSouth

excluded revenues from CSAs, grandfathered servicee, non-recurring charges, and

EG11/911 service revenues on the basis that these items should not be avaflable for

rasale. The Comrnission has, however, determined that these items should be avallable;

for resale and therefore includes thesa revenues in its calculations.

The Commission will also make an adjustment to reflect a change in the
calculation of the indirect expense factor. AT&T correctly pointed out that the calculation
of the indlrect expense allccation factor should be computed by dividing directly
avoldable expenses by toial direct expenses, not tofal expenses. The Commission
changes the calculation of the indirect factor by including only total direct expenses I8
the denominator.

The issues’dissussed above concern modifications to the study in Case No. 96‘»
431, The foliowing are Commissian decislons regarding Issues proposed by AT&T ih
thls, proceeding. ‘ 3

In its avolded cost study AT&T has Included as avoided costs Accounts 6226
operator systems, and 6560, depreciation/amortization of operator systems. The

company deiermined that the percent of avoided costs in these accounts should mirror

i
[
!

-B-
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the percentage of ;‘avoidod costs in the'i call completion and number éervices accounts :
85 determined by the Commisslon in Cage No. 56-431,

At paragraph 610 of the FCC's F:irst Report and Order, tl"ie FCC determined that’
plant spacific and f:lant nonspecific exﬁenses are preaumptively not avoidable with the:
exccg'pﬂon of genefal support axpensaé. Accounts 8220 and 8680 are Included in the
group of accounfs which are presﬁmpﬁvely not avoldable. FCC Rule 51.608,
"Deierminaiion of avolded retail costé.“ states that costs in these accounts may be
treated as avoided remail costs only to the extent that a party proves to a state
commission that specific costs in these accounts can be avoided. Accordingly, the
burden of proof in thle case lles with AT&T.

ATRT's assﬁmpﬂon regarding the relationships between the referenced accounts
does not, in the opinion of this Commisslon. meet that burden of proof. The company
has not demonstrated that the percéntage of avoided cost in Accounts 6621, call
completion, end 6622, number services, also appliss to Accounts 6220, operator
systems and 6560, depreciationfamortization of operator systems. Nelther has &
provided other proof that the current assumption or any other assurﬁpﬂons regarding
avoided costs that may reside in these 'éccounts is valid and satisfies the burden of proaf
contemplated in the FCC's rules. Th&rofore. on the basis of the existing record in this
case, the Commission rejects AT&T's argument that these accounts are 75 parcedt
avadidable. :

ATE&T elso proposes that 20 percent of BeliSouth's costs In Accounts asadl.

teeting, and 6534, plant administration éxpenses, be desmed avoidable. These accounts

|
!

xS ;
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are nonspemﬁc plant accounts and are therefore subject to the same restrictions as |

Accounts 6220 and B580. AT&T's argument is bassd upon lts estimate that

approximatealy 50 peroent of its overall testing and plant adminis’tr&tlon costs involve end- |

user {ssting and trouble shooting.* Based on this estimate of activity, AT&T opines that 5
20 percent of Belléouth’s costs in these accounts are avoidad.® AT&T notes that
BellSouth provided no support for Its position that none of the costs in these accounts |
are avoided and that BellSouth provides no response to AT&T's reasonable estimate that
20 pérceni of these costs will be avoldad.

in denying AT&T's proposal {o include 20 percent of the costs in this account as '
avoldable, the Comnmission again relies upon the FCC's final rules that put the burden
of proof of avcﬁdab!ltty. on the ALEC. BesliSouth is not required to establish that these
costs are not avoldable, ATA&T has not shown that Its experience with these expenses:
as a long-distance carrier is necessarily comparable to BellSouth's experience with these:
expenses as an |{LEC. Therefore, the Commission will not require that these accounts
be considered in determining the wholesala discount rate.

Finaily, AT&T proposes o classify as avoidable capital costs and taxes on capital
related to genera! support assets. AT&T opines that if ganeral support expenses are?
considerad indiractly avoldable, then a portion of general support related invastment
should be also avoided. AT&T contends that the Cormission has already found that
BellSouth In fact will avold certain Investment costs and cites Appendix 1A of the MCli

|
®  AT&T's Post-Hearing Brief, filed January 21, 1897, at 21. |

e 1g. at. 21-22, |
-10-
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BellSEuth Order In é:asa No. 86-431. AT&T includes $5.010 mililon as avoided return §
and mcome taxes, However, Appendix 1A deals exclusively wlth operating expenses

and does net Include any Investment costs
The Commission has siready deemed inappropriate AT&T's inclusion of operator -
system expense and depreciation in [ts avolded cost study; therefore, It is Inappropriato

to allow & retum and tax component for opetation systems in the study. AT&T's study !
also delermines the return and tax ct;mponent on gross telephone plant in service.
Howéver. the rate of return methodology used by thfs Commission determines a
comgany’s appropriate net operating Income and resulting revenues and expenses on-
the basis of niet telephone plant. AT&T's methodology is not consistent v;rlth that used:

by this Commission. The Commission will adhere fo its usual methodology and will not’

i

include a return and tax componant as an avoided cost in this arbitration.

Based upcn the preceding analysis, the Commission determines that the

appropriate overail wholesale discount rate Is 16.26 percent as shown In Appendix 1,

Consistent with its decision in Case No. 56431, the Commission determines that a
separate discount rate for residential and business services Is appropriate and calculates
mes:e rates at 18.70 percant and 15.54 parcent, respectivaly, as shown In Appendix 1A,

M. NOTICE TO WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS OF INTRODUCTION
OF MEW SERVICES, DISCONTINUANCE Of EXISTING
SERVICES, OR REVISIONS OF EXISTING SERVICES
(PARTIES' ISSUE 11)

AT&T states that It should recelva notice of BellSouth’s introduction of new
servicgs and discontinuance or revision of existing services at the same time BellSouth'

provides iiself notica of such propased changes. BellSouth has agreed fo give 45-daysj’

11- |
j
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noﬁoé. BeliSouth also states that this Issue has been resolved.’® Howevar, the record
t:l;oes.:E not Indicate tﬁat the parties hava; rached agreement regarding AT&T's specific
raqu;st that the Commission require BQ!Smth to notify resollers at least 45 days prior.é
to thé effeciive date of the change or doncurranﬂy with BallSouth's internal notification |
process, whichever Is eariler." '

The Commission will require BalSouth to provide 45-days’ natice to ATAT of new’

services or the discontinuance or revisions of existing services, However, on a case-by-

case basis, should 45-tdays’ notice of a' change appear inadeguate, AT&T may petition -

the Comivission for additional time prio} to the implementation of the BallSouth service!
changes. !f this matter has been resolved in a different manner than stated herein, the:
Comrmission will review the issus when the parties flle thelr interconnection agreemsnt.

V. REAL-TIME AND INTERACTIVE ACCESS VIA
ELECTRONIC INTERFACES (PARTIES' ISSUE 5)

ATE&T requssls electronic interactive access to perform pre-ordering, ordering:
provisioniing; malntenancefrepalr; and bifing BeliSouth and AT&T seem to agree upon tha
broad issues involved but to disagree on the details.

The Commigsion recognizes the Importance of real-time access In a competitive

environment and agrees that BeliSouth should provide this access. The FCC's target date

10 Be!lSauth onst-Hearing Brief, filed January 21, 1997, at 25.

S8e ATET Post-Hearing Brief at 40.
f2- |
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for"l such access was January 1, 199{?.” Accordingly, BeliSouth should, In good fam?,
aﬁémpt to provide the access as soonljaa posgible. In the meantime, it must offer AT&T
an interim solution. Perrnanant solutiqnis should be available and"shuuld be implemented
no fater than June S0, 1987. The result‘gnt costs incurred by BelfSouth should be bome by
the ALECs on 3 falrly apportioned basié. As competition develops, additional ALECs will
bs required t bear their portion of the"cdsts.

The Commission addressed the% issue of access to customer records in Case No.
88-440,™ and it adheres to that decision ?here. When customer information is withheld from
an ALEC, a compeiitive dlsadvahtagea' Is cragted. To offer relief, the Commission haé
concluded that an ALEC's provision of a blanket Letter of Authorization to the ILEC shall
be sufficient to aliow the ALEC access i:to customer records.

V.  PROPOSED REQUIREMENT THAT BELLEOUTH ROUTE
CALLS FOR OPERATOR SERVICES AND DIRECTORY
ASSISTANCE DIRECTLY TO AT&T'S PLATFORM
(PARTIES' ISSUE 6)

AT&T argues that dlrect routing Is technically feasible and therefore should be

provided In the resale environment. ATET says BellSouth: can provide this capabliity by

using its Advanced Intslligent Network ("AIN"). AT&T asserts that Bell Atlantic has ;

! |
' 'In FCC 96476, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecormmunizations Act of 18868, CC Docket No. 96-98 (Decermber 13, 18986),
Paragraph 11, the FCC statsd it does not intend to inltlate enforcement action
against ILECs that do not meet the January 4 date but are making good faith efforts
to previde the access "within @ reasonsble period of time, pursuant to an
Impiementation schedule approved by the relevant state commission.”

of a Proposed Agreement with GTE South Incorporated Conceming Interconnection

and Resale urder the Telscommunications Act of 1886, Finai Order dated

December 23, 1996.
| 18-

‘Case No. 96-440, Petition by MCI Yor Arbitration of Gertain Terms and Conditions |
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ulréady agreed to provide thie funct&on through its Alil by April 1897. Whiie AT&T
ad;tnowladges that switchee provide imly a finite number of line olass codes, it argués
that they can and should be allawtéd to new entrants on a “ﬁrst come, first sewed“
basis. AT&T also states that the Coi'nmission has already held, in Case No. 96431
that BellSouth should brand al} calls v.*wn offering services for resals where technically

feashble. ATRT asserts that the teohnblogy required to brand calls and o route calls to .

a provider's operator services |s the same since, in either case, there raust be a way tq
distinguish AT&T eustomers from Be!léouth customers.

BoliSoutn characterizes the mqu;sted capabllity as "local switching with selecﬁve_
routing"” and argues that i Is fechnicaily unfeasible, Cling the limited capacity of thé
switches, it argues, inter alla, (1) that llﬁe class codes for selectlve routing could not be;
offered to all ALECs and limitation woﬁld be unfair to carriars who did 1ot receive the
funclion; and (2) that exhaustion of the éwﬁoh would restrict #ie service variations ALECs
could cffer as weli as the abllity of BeiISouth to provide new services. BellSouth also
says fis existing AIN capabliities ca;mot provide the raquested eelsctive routing.
Hovrever, BellSouth explains that It is sﬁeeking a solution and urges the Commission to

deny AT&T's request at this time.

The Commission has already econcluded, In Administrative Case No. 355," that

it will not require ILECs to furnish resold tariffed services minus operator services. The

Commission reaffirms that decision here, but notes that, if an ILEC and reselling ALEC

" " Administrative Case No. 355, Order dated September 26, 1996.
!

i <14
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redch a mutual agresment in regard 10 such cefvice separations, the Commission wﬂl
accept this individual arrangement. |
. however, en ALEC provides aennce through unbundiad t:alements an ILEC shail
provide routing for the ALEC's custbmers calls for operator servicas and dlrectory
asélstanoe if an ILEC asserts that the service is not technically feasible, it bears tha
burden of proof before the Gomm!ssmn.. BeliSouth has not bome that burden in regard to
the routing issue In ar unbundied elen;ent environment.
VI. BRANDING (PARTIES' ITSSUE 7)
As previously stated herein, thé Comitiission does nof require JLECs to furnish
resold tarff services minus operator or ('iirectory assistance services, although if an lLEd

and an ALEC agree to a wholesala:rate for a service without operator services or
dxractory assistance services, the Comm!sslon will accept thelr arangement. If, on the
o’ther hand, an ALEC provides the sennce through purchase of unbundled slements, then
the ILEC shall provide customized routmg for 0+, 0-, 411, 611, and 555-1212 calls. If

an ILEC asserts that customized call rod:ting is no: technically feasible, it has the burden

of provmg its claim,

 AT&T argues that directory assHance service and operator setvices should bei
branded as It requests. BellSouth assents that it is not required by the Act to brand;

| '- :
operator or diractory services on an Indlv‘lidual brand basis, and that such branding is not

techt':lcally feasfble. |

l

méw'a? 124991 Pscsuzssaaaea ' NO.293  P.18/2S

' The FCC has concluded that ‘where operator call completion or dxrectory

assistance is part of a sennoe or servlce package, failure of the ILEC to comply with

15
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bralnding requests presumptively wnmin:ms an unreasonabls restriction on rasale except
in {casas where it i& not technicalily fagsibla.'® The ILEC should, however, bé
corf;}pensated for costs incurred In wmiawing ;Mith branding requa'.sts by the carrier which
mage the request: :

The Commission finds, thsrsf!ore. that in those Instances where branding of
opefaior services is technically feaslble, and where such branding is necessary for parity
of service, It chould be provided. Hox;:ever. the Commission wlll not raguire BellSouth
fo brand directory assistance for ATiT because I does not brand iis own. Should
Belléouth inftiate branding of its directéuy assistance,  must also offer compstitors the
option to have thelr calls branded.

Where branding doss take place pursuant to the terms described herain,
BellSouth shall determine the additional cost [t wlll incur o provide It anc shall bill AT&T
for such costs. ATAT or BellSouth méy petition the Commission for resoiution of any
billing disputes.

V.  APPEARANCE OF AT&T ON BELLSOUTH'S DIRECTORY
(PARTIES' ISSUE 8)

AT&T argues its logo should be dféplayed on BellSouth’s telephone directories as
BellSouth's logo Is displayed. Howevser. this dispute Is no longer at issue, since the
Commission has already addrassed . By Order dated November 21, 1886, BaliSouth
Advertising Publishing Corporation ('BAPCO') was denled intervention In this proceeding.

in that Order, the Commission noted that AT&T and other ALECs that have directory

4

LI Sege FCC Order, Paragraph §71.
-16-
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